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Response to Comment G4-1 

See Master Response 1 regarding the baseline, and Master 
Response 2 regarding the No Action Alternative. 

Emphasis is placed on appropriate comparisons, e.g., between the 
No Action Alternative and existing environmental conditions in 
terms of habitat, species and riparian and aquatic ecosystem health 
and between the action alternatives, including the Proposed 
Action, and the No Action Alternative. Baseline conditions are set 
forth on an HPA-by-HPA basis in AHCP/CCAA Section 4.4 and 
EIS Chapter 3. There, the Plan and EIS describe and assess 
geologic and geomorphic factors and the current status of the 
covered species and their habitats. They discuss characteristic 
habitat types in each of the areas as well as existing factors that 
appear to be limiting for the covered species, their habitats, or the 
proper functioning of healthy aquatic/riparian ecosystems. 
Comparison of impacts associated with each of the alternatives is 
set forth in EIS Table 2.7-1. Timber harvesting and other forest 
management activities are evaluated in the EIS and AHCP/CCAA 
only to the extent that differences in their application and different 
environmental conditions would exist as a result of 
implementation of the AHCP/CCAA or one of the other 
alternatives. 

Response to Comment G4-2 

In “NEPA’s 40 Most Frequently Asked Questions” 
(http://ceq.eh.doe.gov/nepa/regs/40), the CEQ notes that the “No 
Action” alternative may be thought of in terms of continuing with 
actions where ongoing programs and activities (such as timber 
harvesting pursuant to the CFPRs) would continue, even as new 
plans are developed. In these cases, like for this Plan and these 



Permits, the No Action Alternative equates to “no change” from current 
management direction or level of management intensity. See Master 
Response 1 regarding baseline and Master Response 2 regarding the No 
Action Alternative. 

Response to Comment G4-3 

See Master Response 1, which identifies the most meaningful points of 
comparison for the assessment of potential impacts as “with the project” 
(Permit issuance and implementation of the Plan) and “without the 
project” (no Permits, no Plan). Under the “project”, issuance of the 
Permits and Plan implementation, the impacts of take identified in the 
Plan and the conservation measures identified in the Operating 
Conservation Program (AHCP/CCAA Section 6.2) would be carried 
out. For this reason, the Plan and EIS compare baseline conditions with 
the conditions that are expected to occur under the No Action 
Alternative, and the conditions that are expected to result from this 
combination of circumstances under the various action alternatives, 
including the Proposed Action, relative to the conditions that are 
expected to occur under the No Action Alternative. See AHCP/CCAA 
Sections 5 and 7 and EIS Chapter 4. 
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Response to Comment G4-4 

AHCP/CCAA Section 5 discusses the potential impacts of 
incidental take on the covered species and their habitats that might 
occur as a result of timber harvesting and other forest management 
activities within forested landscapes if take were authorized but 
without the benefit of the Operating Conservation Program’s 
prescriptions. The discussion in AHCP/CCAA Section 5 
supplements the discussion in AHCP/CCAA Section 2 regarding 
the covered activities, AHCP/CCAA Section 3 regarding the 
covered species and their habitats, and AHCP/CCAA Section 4, 
which includes an HPA-by-HPA discussion of the current status of 
the covered species and their habitats. AHCP/CCAA Section 7, 
not Section 5, discusses the expected results for the covered 
species and their habitats of implementation of the Operating 
Conservation Program (AHCP/CCAA Section 6.2) in the Plan 
Area.  

A summary of existing stream conditions and an assessment of 
their ability to support the covered species within the Primary 
Assessment Area is also presented in EIS Section 3.4.4 (Aquatic 
Habitat Conditions). The analysis of potential environmental 
consequences associated with implementation of the Proposed 
Action relative to the No Action Alternative and existing 
conditions is presented in EIS Chapter 4. As noted in EIS Section 
4.4.3, the Services expect habitat conditions to improve under the 
Proposed Action and aquatic and riparian resources would realize 
incremental improvements compared to the No Action Alternative 
and current conditions. This would be largely attributable to 
implementation of the Road Management Plan, enhanced riparian 
zone protection, and other conservation measures, as a whole, 
which are described in EIS Chapter 2.2 as part of the Proposed 



Action. Overall, the minimization and mitigation measures are expected 
to reduce harvest and road-related sediment production and delivery to 
Primary Assessment Area streams and to maintain or enhance existing 
riparian and aquatic conditions. The anticipated improvement in riparian 
conditions and the reduction in sediment production and delivery to 
streams would occur in a shorter time than those expected under the No 
Action Alternative and would likely result in improved physical habitat 
for the seven covered fish species/ESUs and two covered amphibian 
species. 
 
As noted in the response to Comment G4-1 above, under No Action 
Alternative for the Plan and the EIS, the Services would not issue the 
requested Permits and Green Diamond would not implement the Plan. 
As described in EIS Section 2.1, the No Action Alternative has been 
developed to evaluate current conditions. Under the No Action 
Alternative, existing activities would continue, including Green 
Diamond’s current operations as governed by its NSO HCP and all 
applicable laws. See AHCP/CCAA Section 1.4. The most meaningful 
points of comparison, therefore, are with the project (issuance of the 
Permits and implementation of the Plan - the “Proposed Action”) and 
without the project (no Permits, no Plan - the “No Action Alternative”). 
For the No Action Alternative, the appropriate comparison is between 
existing environmental conditions in terms of habitat, species and 
riparian and aquatic ecosystem health and the conditions that are 
expected to occur over time under the No Action Alternative. See 
Master Response 2 regarding the No Action Alternative and Master 
Response 1 regarding the baseline.  
 
Please see responses to Comment G4-1 and G4-2 above. 
 

Response to Comment G4-5 

For the reasons discussed in response to Comment G4-3 and in Master 
Responses 1 and 2, and based on analysis provided in the EIS, the 
Services believe that the EIS does provide a full and fair discussion of 
significant environmental impacts associated with the covered activities 
as reflected in EIS Chapter 4 (Environmental Consequences).  

Regarding the comparison between current conditions and the No 
Action Alternative, and among the action alternatives and the No Action 
Alternative, see EIS Chapter 4 (Environmental Consequences). 
 

Response to Comment G4-6 

By “biological viability” this comment seems to imply that the current 
species’ status within the Plan Area and the current condition of the 
species’ habitats, are not adequately described in the Plan, such that the 
Services or commenters can determine the impacts of taking and, thus, 
whether such impacts are adequately mitigated. The Services disagree 
and believe that the baseline conditions of the covered species and 
habitats are adequately described in the Plan. See, for example, 
AHCP/CCAA Sections 3 and 4. Master Response 8 sets forth the 
approval criteria for this AHCP/CCAA and Master Response 1 
discusses the baseline conditions and their role in ESA analyses. 
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Response to Comment G4-7 

See Master Response 12. Further, as stated in AHCP/CCAA 
Section 6.1.2, the covered activities all share some common 
habitat needs. Those certain biological needs that are common to 
the covered species, which were considered in developing the 
goals and objectives for the conservation program, include cool 
water temperatures and complex stream habitat morphology and 
substrates. The AHCP/CCAA Section 6.1.2 briefly describes 
components of each of the covered species’ life history, which also 
were considered when developing the biological goals and 
objectives for the Operating Conservation Program. A discussion 
of the key life history traits and biological requirements for each of 
the covered species are discussed in detail in AHCP/CCAA 
Section 3.2 and each species’ key habitat requirements are 
discussed in AHCP/CCAA Section 3.3. A more detailed 
discussion of these life histories and habitat characteristics are 
provided in Appendix A of the AHCP/CCAA. 

From the discussion of the purpose of the Plan (AHCP/CCAA 
Section 1.2) which states that the “...purposes of the AHCP/CCAA 
are for...providing for the conservation of the individuals...” and 
the five specific biological goals bulleted and shown in 
AHCP/CCAA Section 6.1.2.1, it is clear that the needs of the 
covered species were the basis of the Operating Conservation 
Program measures, which were developed to minimize the impact 
of incidental take on the covered species. Furthermore, of the five 
biological objectives, three were directly based on habitat needs 
for the covered species (e.g. summer water temperature, LWD 
recruitment, and sediment delivery) and one was based on 
population (amphibian populations). The Operating Conservation 
Program measures, based on the goals and objectives, are expected 



to minimize and mitigate any impacts of incidental take on the ITP 
species and, with respect to the covered ESP species, to comply with the 
CCAA standards. See Master Response 8. 

Response to Comment G4-8 

See Master Response 1  

Response to Comment G4-9 

See Master Responses 1 regarding baseline conditions, and Master 
Response 17 regarding road density. 

Response to Comment G4-10 

To clarify, implementation of the Operating Conservation Program is 
not intended to result in a 70 percent reduction in sediment delivery 
from roads or management-related landslides, but a 70% reduction in 
management-related sediment delivery from landslides in the SSS 
zones. The Services recognize AHCP/CCAA Section 6.1.2.2.4, Number 
2, which states as the Plan’s biological objective: “Achieve a 70 percent 
reduction in sediment delivery from management-related landslides in 
harvested steep streamside slopes compared to delivery volumes from 
appropriate reference areas within clearcut stands.” However, the 
Services also recognize that, for the reasons discussed in Master 
Response 12, biological goals and objectives are not themselves 
enforceable in this Plan. This said, the Plan does not propose to reduce 
road related sediment delivery by 70 percent. By the end of the term of 
the Permits, road-related sediment is expected to be reduced by 90% 
(AHCP/CCAA Appendix F). The various elements of the road program, 
including risk assessment, watershed and sub-watershed prioritization, 
road assessment, and the implementation standards are described in 
AHCP/CCAA Sections 6.2.3 and 6.3.3. The riparian conservation 
measures in AHCP/CCAA Section 6.2.1 do not allow road construction 
to occur in RMZs with the exception of very specific reasons that must 
be explained and justified (see AHCP/CCAA Section 6.2.3.11.5). 
Additionally, there are specific measures in the Plan to avoid new road 
construction on all MWPZs (i.e., steep streamside slopes, headwall 
swales and deep seated landslides) and shallow rapid landslides. 

 

Response to Comment G4-11 

See response to Comment G4-7. 

Appendix E of the AHCP/CCAA states that recent TMDL studies found 
a 30% - 300% increase in erosion due to timber management influences 
during the period since the CFPRs were enacted. The Plan cites that 
these results should be viewed with caution owing to the different scales 
and methods employed on each of these studies. Further caution is 
advised in comparing these results to actual current forest management 
impacts due to annual incremental increases in protection provided by 
the evolving rules. For example, the Threatened and Impaired rule 
package (14 CCR 916.9) was passed in 2000, which means the past 4 
years of standard practices are more conservative than the previous 25 
years of standard practices. Also, although the studies were reported to 
cover the period of only the last 30 years, it is likely that residual legacy 
impacts were unknowingly or inadvertently included in the data, such 
as, for example, sedimentation from a poorly placed road (either by 
surface erosion or mass wasting) that would not be permitted (or even 
proposed) under current standards of practice. This example reinforces 
the caution of extrapolating results due to different methodologies of 
data collection and study design. Lastly, the Plan proposes to minimize 
and mitigate the impact of take with a suite of conservation measures 
(AHCP/CCAA Section 6.2), including, among others, aggressive road 
management measures (AHCP/CCAA Section 6.2.3) and riparian 
management measures (AHCP/CCAA Section 6.2.1). The Services 
believe that implementation of the Operating Conservation Program as a 
whole will meet the ESA Section 10(a) Permit issuance criteria, which 
are discussed in AHCP/CCAA Section 1.4.1 and Master Response 8. 
 

Response to Comment G4-12 

See response to Comment G3-44 and Master Response 18. Further, site 
specific survey data collected within the Plan Area and those of Diller 
and Wallace (1996 and 1999), all presented in AHCP/CCAA Appendix 
C11, indicate that the covered amphibian species do not require wide 
no-cut buffers. Therefore, the Services believe that the buffers for RMZs 
as provided for in AHCP/CCAA Section 6.2.1 are expected to 
adequately protect the covered amphibian species. 
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Response to Comment G4-13 

All Plan measures were reviewed to ensure that such subjectivity 
would not exist as to make implementation difficult or the Plan 
itself unenforceable. The Plan has extensive analytical support and 
an objective and sound rationale for the Plan’s conclusions (see 
generally AHCP/CCAA Sections 2 through 5 and the Appendices) 
and the resulting measures contained in the Operating 
Conservation Program (AHCP/CCAA Section 6.2). The 
AHCP/CCAA Section 7 analyzes the effectiveness of the Plan’s 
conservation strategy. The AHCP/CCAA Section 7’s analysis 
extends the AHCP/CCAA Section 4’s assessment of the current 
conditions for the covered species in the area where the Plan will 
be implemented and the AHCP/CCAA Section 5’s assessment of 
the potential impacts of covered activities that may result in take 
and the types of effects that such take may have on covered 
species. In AHCP/CCAA Section 7, all possible impacts of take 
that may occur are examined, together with their relative 
significance to each of the covered species by category and in 
relation to all potential impacts and measures.  

 
Response to Comment G4-14 

The commenter referred to a workshop that was held on March 18 
and 19, 1999. The statistician the commenter refers to presented 
mean bankfull widths for Cañon Creek, indicating that the mean 
bankfull width increased from 47.4 feet in 1995 to 62.1 feet in 
1996. The statistician indicated that this statistically significant 
increase in mean bankfull width was a result of a large flood event 
with approximately a 10 year recurrence interval. The statistician 
did not indicate that, during the course of the study, the channel 



increased to 150 feet as the commenter indicated. The channel shift that 
occurred in the Mad River in 1998 has extended the low flow 
confluence of Cañon Creek further downstream which may limit early 
access of anadromous salmonids. However, data submitted by Green 
Diamond in support of its Plan indicates that since the 1996 flood event, 
anadromous salmonid access into Cañon Creek has occurred, including 
coho salmon, even in low flow years. See AHCP/CCAA Section 
4.4.8.7.1. 

Response to Comment G4-15 

The ESA does not require a quantification of conservation benefits for 
ITPs, but instead that a Permit applicant’s conservation program 
minimize and mitigate the impacts of authorized incidental take of 
covered species that may result from covered activities “to the 
maximum extent practicable” (50 CFR 17.32(b)(2)(i)(B)). See Master 
Response 9. Both qualitative and quantitative analyses are acceptable 
and desirable in the context of an HCP/CCAA (National Wildlife 
Federation v. Babbitt, 128 F.Supp.2d 1274, 1291 [2000]). The 
management measures Green Diamond has elected to include in its 
Operating Conservation Program are set forth in AHCP/CCAA Section 
6.2 and the biological goals and objectives upon which they have been 
developed are set forth in AHCP/CCAA Section 6.1. Implementation of 
the Operating Conservation Program will minimize and mitigate the 
impacts of incidental take as described in the Plan and ensure that such 
take does not jeopardize the continued existence of the covered species 
and will protect and, where needed, allow development of the functional 
habitat conditions that are required for long-term survival to support 
well-distributed, viable populations of the covered species. Further, the 
Plan will meet the ESP/CCAA standards set forth in the AHCP/CCAA 
Section 1.4.1 and in Master Response 8 with regard to the unlisted 
covered species subject to USFWS jurisdiction. Accordingly, the 
Operating Conservation Program (AHCP/CCAA Section 6.2) complies 
with current regulatory requirements. Further, approval of the Plan and 
issuance of the Permits fits into a larger context that includes, among 
other things, the CFPRs and other State law, Green Diamond’s NSO 
HCP and other conservation efforts. See AHCP/CCAA Section 1.4. 

Response to Comment G4-16 

AHCP/CCAA Section 7 specifically describes how the conservation 
measures will address the impacts of taking on the covered species and 
describes the expected effectiveness of the measures to achieve their 
purposes. The measures included in the Operating Conservation 
Program are considered as a whole, rather than separating out the 
benefits of each measure. In addition, as stated in AHCP/CCAA Section 
1.4.2, Green Diamond’s current management practices fall under the 
guidance of CFPRs and Green Diamond’s NSO HCP. See 
AHCP/CCAA Section 1.4.3. In addition, Green Diamond’s management 
practices are subject to other resource conservation efforts including the 
Salmon Creek Management Plan and the Management Strategies for the 
Little River Watershed, and cooperative agreements such as those with 
the Yurok Tribe and the Coastal Conservancy, Redwood National Park 
and other agreements as outlined in AHCP/CCAA Section 1.4.4. The 
net effect of these management practices is that significant protection 
currently is being provided to the covered species, water quality and 
aquatic habitats. Quantification of benefits has been provided where 
possible. For example, the Plan predicts that measures to treat high- and 
moderate-risk sites in the road implementation plan will stabilize 
approximately 48 percent of the road-related sediment in the first 15 
years of the Plan, as opposed to only 19 percent without the Plan. It is 
not known how much pool habitat will be increased as a direct result of 
the reduction of sediment inputs to the stream, and the ESA does not 
require the Services to quantify the benefits to the covered species 
covered by the Permits, as long as the criteria for Permit issuance have 
been met. (See also Master Response 8.) In other words, the Plan as a 
whole, including each of the individual measures, will supplement 
existing mechanisms to protect the covered species and their habitats in 
the Plan Area over the term of the Plan and Permits. 

Response to Comment G4-17 

The text of the EIS quoted in the comment is from the description of 
environmental consequences on hydrology and water quality (EIS 
Section 4.3). Accordingly, it would not be appropriate to include a 
discussion of the impacts on the covered species in this Section. In 
contrast, the discussion of potential impacts to aquatic resources (EIS 




